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I. SUMMARY - PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE:

Site CPP-20 is the location of the Radioactive Waste Unloading Area north of
Building 604 which was used prior to 1978. Waste from other INEL facilities
were transported to ICPP where it was unloaded at this location via transfer
hoses. The liquids were transferred to an underground storage tank prior to
concentration in the PEW Evaporator. It is known that the liquid contained
radioactive contaminants and was required to have a pH of less than 2. It has
been reported that occasional spills occurred during the unloading process as a
result of leaks in the hoses. The spills were reportedly cleaned up as they
occurred. Although, no records on the types, quantities, and locations of the
spills or disposal practices exist to verify clean up occurred, it is known that
the entire site was excavated and replaced with clean backfill during upgrades
in the Tank Farm in 1982 and in 1983-84 as part of the Phase I and II Fuel
Processing Facility Upgrade Project.




DECISION RECOMMENDATION page 3 ‘

I1. SUMMARY - Qualitative Assessment of Risk:

Due to the fact that the site has been excavated and backfilled with clean
material, the qualitative assessment of risk is low with a high overall
retiability.

I11. SUMMARY - Consequences of Error:

Based upon process knowledge, lTow Tevel radiation would be expected in the soil.
In addition, current surface radiation surveys do not indicate surface radiation
in this area. Compared to the balance of the tank farm sites which contain high

level radiation, this site will not contribute significantly to the background
radiation levels found in the tank farm.

IV. SUMMARY - Other Decision Drivers:

None

Recommended action:

The recommended action for CPP-20 is No Further Field Investigation. The
recommendation is based upon the fact that the entire site contained Tow level
radicactivity, and was excavated and replaced with clean fil1l during phase I and
I1 of the Fuel Processing Facility Upgrade Project. The excavation has been
documented by photographs and personnel interviews of construction engineers
that worked on the project.

In addition, it is recommended that the Tow level contaminated backfill soil,
left in the bottom 10 feet of the 40 foot excavation, be considered and
characterized in the Comprehensive RI/FS for the ICPP. This recommendation is
being made due to the fact that WINCO policy had been to allow backfill with
materials in excavations meeting a certain contamination threshold criteria.
The criteria has become more stringent over the years however, the practice is
no longer allowed. This practice will be further investigated as part of the
comprehensive RI/FS. The impact of the contaminated soil to the ground water
will be modelled and any risk will be assessed.
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PROCESS__ CPP-20 page 17

Question 1. What are the waste generation process locations and dates of
operation associated with this site?

Block 1 Answer:

This site is the location of the Radioactive Waste Unloading Area north of
building CPP-604. This area was used for unloading waste prior to 1978. MWaste
from other INEL facilities were transported to CPP where it was unloaded via
hoses from pressurized tank trucks for evaporation in the PEW evaporator.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med _ Low (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was from the initial assessment (ref. 1) that used site
inspections, personnel interviews, and process records as a basis of reporting.
In addition, interviews of personnel involved with the operation were used.

glock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Yes _ No {check one)
IF $s0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Interviews with two separate plant project personnel, attached as references 2a
and 2b confirm this information.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

Analytical data
Documentation about data
Disposal data

C.A. data

No available information ]

]

]

b1

1 Safety analysis report
1

]

]

]

]

[
Anecdotal [
Historical process data [
Current process data 1
Areal photographs [
( DED report
[ Initial assessment
t Well data
[ Construction data
[

Engineering/site drawings
tinususl Occurrence Report
Summary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

b

=
et Sl el A Ak G bt bt Rl

aRalo Rl NoNo NN ]

x

28, b




Question 2. What are the disposal process locations and dates of operation
associated with this site?

Block 1 Answer:

Prior to 1978, liquids were transferred to tank WL 102 prior to concentration in
the PEW Evaporator. Occasional liquid spills during the unloading process were
reported to have occurred. Contaminants of concern were cited to be
radionuclides, acids and metals (chromium). The liquids may also have contained
organics. Based upon interviews with personnel it was not required to analyze
every delivery, therefore other constituents may have been present. The *
occasional spills were reportedly cleaned up as they occurred.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High _ Med _ Low (chock onei
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was from the initial assessment (ref. 1) that used site
inspections, personal interviews, and process records as a basis of reporting.
In addition, interviews of personnel involved with the operation were used.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes __No icheck ona)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Interviews with two separate plant personnel, attached as references 2a and 2b
confirm this information.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION c(check appropriste box/es & source number from reference list)

Analytical data
Documentation about data
Disposal data

0.A. deta

Safety analysis report

No available information (1

]

]

)

1

] DED report
]

]

]

]

Anecdotal

Historical process data
Current process dats
Areal photographs

[

[

[

4
Engineering/site drawings [

[ Initial assessment

[

[

[

Well data
Construction data

Unusual Occurrence Report
Sumnary documents
Facility SOPs

OTHER

x] 28, 2b, 2¢




Question 3. Is there empirical, circumstantial, or other evidence of migration?
If so, what is it?

Block 1 Answer:

No, the entire area was excavated in 1982 and 1983-84, during phase I and II of
the Fuel Processing Facility Upgrade Project. During phase I, the entire area
was excavated down to 40 feet. Based upon personnel interviews, the first 10
feet of soils were backfilled with 5 mR dirt which was then covered with 30 feet
of clean fill. The source of clean fill is unknown. During phase II the area
appears to have been excavated again. Based upon the personnel interviews,*
soils were excavated down to forty feet for the 1983 project (phase II). Only
at the location of valve box C-30 were soils found to be contaminated and were
subsequently removed. This project would have removed the eastern sections of
sites CPP 20 and 25. The excavated soils were stock piled and contaminated
soils separated and later placed in site CPP-34. Fill materials placed back
into the excavation consisted of 3 mR material placed in the bottom 10 feet and
clean soils placed in the upper 30 feet. The sources of the clean soils
included the soils excavated from a sand and gravel pit located at CFA.

slock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High _ Med __Low icheck onel
Explain the reasoning behind this evaluation.

Photographs of phase I and II (ref. 3a, 3b, 5, 6), and personnel interviews with
the construction engineers were used and are considered highly reliable. 1In
addition, a report of disposal of the excavated materials (ref. 4) was
available.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? X Yes _ No {check one}
If so, describe the confirmation.

Interviews with two separate project personnel were conducted to verify the
excavation.

Block 4 Sources of Information (check sppropriate box/as & source number from refarencs fist)

No availpble information Analytical data
Anecdotal Documentation about data
Historical process data Dispusal data

Current process data Q.A. data

Areal photographs Safety snalysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&C report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents Well data

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER




Question 4. Is there evidence that a source exists at this site? If so, list
the sources and describe the evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

No, the entire area has been excavated which would have removed the original
source. However, based upon personnel interviews, during the 1982 excavation, 5
mR soil was used as backfill material in the bottom 10 feet of the excavation
and the upper 30 feet was backfilled with clean material. The source for the
clean material is unknown. In addition, 3 mR soil was used as fill material at
+he bottom 10 feet of the excavation in 1983-84. Clean fill material, taken
from a soil/gravel pit at CFA, was placed in the upper 30 feet.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? X High __Med _ Low (check onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information is based on photographs taken during Phase I and II (ref. 3a,
3b, 5, 6) of the project and personnel interviews.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Yes __No (check onel
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Interviews with two separate project personnel (ref. 2a, 2b, 2c¢) who worked on
the project.

Bock 4 OSOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information Analytical data
Anecdotal bocumentation about data
Historical process data Disposal data

Current process data Q.A. dsta

Areal photographs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&D report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Sunmary documents Well data

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER
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Question 5. Does site operating or disposal historical information allow
estimation of the pattern of potential contamination? If the
pattern is expected to be a scattering of hot spots, what is the

expected minimum size of a significant hot spot?

Block 1 Answer:

The original releases would have been a scattering of hot spots since they
pccurred due to holes in the discharge hoses used to unload the liquid wastes.
However, the entire area has been excavated. Based upon personnel interviews,
the bottom 10 feet of the 1982 and 1983-84 excavations were backfilled with fill
material contaminated to levels of 5 mR and 3 mR, respectively. The backfill is
assumed to be homogeneous.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High _ Med __LOW tcheck anel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information was taken from the photographs and personnel interviews.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? x Yes __No (check one)
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Interviews with two separate project personnel who worked on the project, and
photographs of the excavations taken during the project.

Block 4 OSOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference List)

Ko available information Analytical data
Anecdotal Documentation about data
Historigcal process data Disposal data

Current process data Q.A. data

Areal photographs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&D report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents Well data

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER

Mt bt ok bl Bk hd Bk hd A

[olaleRalataleial el
—

>
N




PROCESS CPP-20 page 27

Question 6. Estimate the length, width, and depth of the contaminated region.
What is the known or estimated volume of the source? If this is an
estimated volume, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Block 1 Answer:

The original area has been excavated. However, based upon personnel interviews
5 mR soil was placed at the bottom 10 feet of the excavation in phase I and 3 mR
soil in the bottom of the excavation for phase II. The total area excavated is
approximately 7,053 ft?.

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _ _High _ Med X LOW (check one)
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

Actual quantities are unknown, the estimate was is based on photographs of the
excavation taken during the project.

Btock 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _ Yes Xx No {check one)
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

The guantity of backfill material has not been confirmed.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information [ ] Analyticel data [
Anecdotal (g9 Documentation about data [ )
Historical process data [} Disposal data [1
Current process data [1 Q.A. deta {1
Areal photographs {x] 38, 3b, 5, & Safety analysis report (4]
Engineering/site drawings [ ] D&D report [1
Unusual Occurrence Report (] Initial assessment 1
Summary documents [1 Well data [1
Facility SOPs [1 Construction data [1
OTHER [




Question 7. What is the known or estimated quantity of hazardous
substance/constituent at this source? If the quantity is an
estimate, explain carefully how the estimate was derived.

Block 1 Answer:

The original area was excavated. The guantity of hazardous substance placed in
the bottom 10 feet of the two excavations is unknown.

glock 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? _xHigh __Med _ Low icheck onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION,

Photographs of the evacuations (ref. 3a, 3b, 5, 6) were used to determine that
the original area was completely excavated.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _X Yes __ No (check onel
IF SO, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION,

Interviews with two separate project personnel who worked on the project,
confirmed that the area had been completely excavated.

Block ¢ SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check appropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information Analytical data
Anecdotal bocumentation about data
Historical process data Dispesal data

Current process data Q.A. data ’

Areal photographs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings DED report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment
Summary documents Well data

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER

R P ey e ey




Question 8. Is there evidence that this hazardous substance/constituent is
present at the source as it exists today? If so, describe the
evidence.

Block 1 Answer:

No, all reports indicate that the soils at this location have been removed.
However, based upon personnel interviews 5 mR soil was placed at the bottom 10
feet of the excavation during phase I of the project and 3 mR soil in the bottom
of the excavation during phase II.

In addition, the site wide surface radiation surveys conducted in 1990 and *1991
did not measure radiation levels above background levels at this site (ref. 7).

Block 2 How reliable is/are the information source/s? x High __Med __Low (chack onel
EXPLAIN THE REASONING BEHIND THIS EVALUATION.

The information sources used were interviews with project personnel involved
during phase 1 and Phase Il of the project and photographs that show the area as
having been completely excavated.

Block 3 Has this INFORMATION been confirmed? _XYes __No {check onel
IF S0, DESCRIBE THE CONFIRMATION.

Photographs of the excavation, and interviews with two separate project
personnel. Also, the results of the surface radiation survey conducted in 1990
and 1991 verify the absence of surface contamination.

Block 4 SOURCES OF INFORMATION (check sppropriate box/es & source number from reference list)

No available information Analytical data 7
Anecdotal bDecumentation about data
Historical process data Disposal data

Current process data Q.A, data

Areal photographs Safety analysis report
Engineering/site drawings D&D report

Unusual Occurrence Report Initial assessment

Summary documents Well data

Facility SOPs Construction data

OTHER




REFERENCES

WINCO Initial Assessment Form, July 8, 1987.

. WINCG, Memo of Conversation, December 17, 1991,
between Neilson Birch, Environmental Compliance
and Frank Ward, Plant Projects Personnel.

. WINCO, Memo of Conversation, December 18, 1991,
between Neilson Birch, Environmental Compliance
and George Bruha, Plant Projects Personnel.

. WINCO, Memo of Conversation, January 8, 1992,
between Brenda Cole, Environmental Compliance and
George Bruha, Plant Projects Personnel.

. WINCO, Photograph, Project Title: Fuel Processing
Facility Upgrade (FPFU) - Low-Level Waste Collection
System Modification, Contract # 5-2165, Date: November
11, 1983, Subject: Cell Walls to EL-4895" 0" - 83-602-
1-6 (Phase II).

. WINCO, Photograph #82 3471, Photographic Services
WCB W-1 (Phase I).

WINCO, Environmental Evaluation for disposal of
- WL-102 Low Level Contaminated Soil, May 17, 1984.

WINCO, Photograph # 82-3468, Photographic
Services

WINCO, Photograph # 82-3468, Photographic
Services

1990 - 1991 Surface Radioactivity Cleanup Status




ECA 20 REFERENCE 1



INITIAL ASSESSMENT FCRM

I. SITE NAME AND LOCATION

01 SITE NAME 02 ADDRESS
CPP-404 radioactive waste unloading area. Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory (INEL)
03 CITY 04 STATE 05 ZIP CODEj06 COUNTY
Scoville Idaho 83403 Butte
09 COURDINATES: NORTH EAST 07 COUNTY CODE{08 CONG. DIST.
695488 286875

10 DIRECTIONS TO SITE (Starting from nearest public road)
N. on Lincoln Blvd.; E. on Cleveland Ave.

II. COWNER/QPERATCR

01 OWNER (If known) 02 STREET ADDRESS
Department of Energy (DOE) 785 DCE Place
02 CITY 04 STATE |05 ZIP CODE|06 TELEPHONE NUMBER
Idaho Falls Idaho 83402 {208) 526-1122
07 OPERATOR (If known) 08 STREET ADDRESS
Westinghouse Idaho Nuclear Co. | P.C. Box 4000
08 CITY 10 sTATE |11 2IP CODE|12 TELEPHONE NUMBER
Idaho Falls Idaho 83403 (208) 326-0998

III. CHARACTERIZATION OF POTENTIAL HAZARD

01 ON SITE INSPECTION x_ YES __ No DATE _7 /10 /B6
02 SITE STATUS (Check one) 03 YEARS RECEIVED HAZ WASTE
/ .
__ A. Active SWMU x B. Ipactive _ C. Unknown| Start Stop Unknown

04 DESCRIPTION QF SUBSTANCES POSSIBLY PRESENT, KNOWN, CR ALLEGED
See wWaste Information Section

0S5 DESCRIPTION OF POTENTIAL HAZARD TO ENVIRONMENT AND/CR POPULATION
See Hazardous Conditicns and Incidents Secticn

IV. INFORMATION AVAILABLE FROM

01 CONTACT 02 OF (Agency/0rg.) 03 TELEPHONE NUMBER
Clifford Cclark DOE-ID (208) 526-1122
04 PERSON RESPONSIBLE 05 AGENCY 06 ORG. 07 TELEPHONE NUMBER
FOR ASSESSMENT
D. Joan Poland WINCO N&IS {208) 526-13650
08 DATE
7 / 8 /87

Mon Day Year




WASTE INFORMATION

I. WASTE STATES, QUANTITIES, AND CHARACTERISTICS

0l PHYSICAL STATES (Check all that apply) |02 WASTE QUANTITY AT SITE

_A. sSolid __E. Slurry

__B. Powder Fines __F. Liquid TONS

. C. Sludge . G. Gas CUBIC YARDS _10

_XD. Other _¢ontaminated soil NO. OF DRUMS

03 WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (Check all that apply)

_XA. Toxic _%D. Persistent __G. Flammabkle J. Explosive

__B. Corrosive __E. Soluble __H. Ignitable __K. Reactive

_XC. Radioactive _ F. Infectious __I. Highly Volatile _ L. Incompatible
_M. Not Applicaple

II. WASTE TYPE
CATECORY | SUBSTANCE NAME 01 GROSS AMOUNT (0Z UNIT |[COMMENTS
SLU Sludge
OLW Oily Waste
SOL Solvents
BSD Pegticides
Qce Qther organic chemicals
Ioc Inorganic chemicals
ACD Aclds
BAS Bases
- {MES Heavy metals N
III. HAZARDOUS CONSTITUENTS
01 CATEGORY| 02 SUBSTANCE |03 CAS 04 STOR/DISP [05 CONC. |06 MEASURE
NUMBER

MES CHROMI UM ob

IV. SOURCES OF INFORMATION
Use speclfic references

Site inspections, personnel interviewsa, process records,

e.gd., state titles, sample analysis reports,etc.)

laboratory reccrds.




HAZARDOQUS CONDITIONS AND INCIDENTS

I. HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS AND INCIDENTS

01 __ A. GROUNDWATER CONT. 02 __ OBSERVED (Date ) __ POTENTIAL

03 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: __ ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ B. SURFACE WATER CONT. 02 _ . OBSERVED (Date } __ POTENTIAL

03 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: ___ ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ €. CONTAMINATION OF AIR 02 ___ OBSERVED (Date )} __ POTENTIAL

03 POPULATICON POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTIOMN ___ ALLEGED
N/A

01 _ 'D. FIRE/EXPLOSIVE CONDITIONS 02 ___ OBSERVED (Date ) __ POTENTIAL

03 POPULATICN POTENTIALLY AFFECTED 04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION __ ALLEGED
N/A

01 ___ E. DIRECT CONTACT 02 __ OBSERVED (Date ) __ POTENTIAL

03 POPULATION POQTENTIALLY AFFECTED 04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION _  ALLEGED
N/A

01 _x F. CONTAMINATION QF SOIL 02 ___ OBSERVED (Date } POTENTIAL

X

03 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: ALLEGED

Volume of potentially contaminated soil is approxiately 10 cubic yards.

01 __ G. DRINKING WATER CONTAMINATION 02 __ OBSERVED (Date ) ___ POTENTIAL
03 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: _. ALLEGED

N/A




HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS AND INCIDENTS

HAZARDOUS CONDITIONS AND INCIDENTS (Continued)

01 __ J. DAMAGE TO FLORA 02 _  OBSERVED (Date __ POTENTIAL

04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: __ ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ ¥. DAMAGE TO FAUNA 02 __ OBSERVED (Date __ POTENTIAL

04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTICN: (include name{s) of species) . ALLEGED
N/A

01 _ L. CONTAMINATION OF FOOD CHAIN 02 __ OBSERVED (Date . PCTENTIAL

04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: ___ ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ M., UNSTABLE CONTAINMENT OF WASTES 02 __ OBSERVED ({(Date )__PCTENTIAL

(SPILL RUNOFF, STANDING LIQUIDS/LEAKING DRUMS)

03 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: — ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ N. DAMAGE TO OFFSITE PRCPERTY 02 ___ OBSERVED (Date _.. POTENTIAL

04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: ___ ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ O. CONTAMINATION OF SEWERS,STORM 02 __ OBSERVED(Date __ POTENTIAL

DRAINS, WWIPs

04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: ___ ALLEGED
N/A

01 __ P. ILLEGAL/UNAUTHORIZED DUMPING 02 ___ CBSERVED (Date . POTENTIAL

04 NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION: __ ALLEGED
N/A

05 DESCRIPTION OF ANY OTHER KNOWN, PCTENTIAL OR ALLEGED HAZARDS

The area has been identified as receiving radicactive waste.

Therefore,

there is a potential that the area may contain radiocactive material in

additlion to hazardous material.

ITY. COMMENTS

IV. SOURCES OF INFORMATICN (List specific references, e.g., state titles,

sample analysis, reports)

site lnspections, personnel interviews, and Installation Assessment Report.
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PRIORITY RANKING SYSTEM

I. GENERAL FACILITY INFORMATION

PACILITY NAME: 2P0 ey 0 Ty [yt z4fw¢,L¢JZ /*?/x.
LOCATION: A ,-',«--:_f?,;i, SPF duf"/
POINT OF CONTACT: NAME:

ADDRESS:
/\ (;PHONm o
REVIEVER: /. 'ﬂi’%W pATE: _F/ 2/ 07 K

I1. GENERAL FACIKITY DESCRIPTION

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE FACILITY: (For example: landfill, surface
impoundment, pile, container; types of hazardous substances; location of
facility; contamination route of major concern; types of information needed
for rating; agency action, etc.)
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III. SCORES
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GROUND WATER ROUTE WORKSHEET

RATING FACTOR ASSIGNED VALUE MULTI~ |SCORE MAX. REF.
{Cirele one) PLIER SCORE| Section
3.2
1.ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS
Depth to Aquifer of @1 2 3 2 6
Concern
Net Precipitation CS’ 1 3 1 3
Parmeability of the 0 k| 1 3
Unsaturated Zone
Physical State 01 2@ 1 3
|
Total Route Characteristics Score 5"' 15 :
2 . CONTAINMENT 01 203 1 3 3 3.3
3. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS (,"3 3.4
Toxicity/Persistence 36 9 12 1518~ 1 18
Hazardous Waste @1 22458678 1 8
Quantity
Total Waste Characteristics Score /7 26
4. Multiply lines L x 2 x 3 - 11790
RFC

5. Divide line 4 by 1170 and multiply by 100 Sgw= ;5, /




SURFACE WATER ROUTE WORKSHEET

RATING FACTOR ASSIGNED VALUE MULTI-~ |SCORE MAX. REF.
{Cilrcle one) PLIER SCORE| Section
4,2
1.ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS
Facility Slope and /M 23 1 3
Intervening Terrain
1-yr. 24-hr. Rainfall 0{12.3 1 3
Distance to Nearest 01 3 2 6
sSurface water
Physical State 0120/ 1 3
. Tetal Route Characteristics Score JV 15
2 . CONTAINMENT /91 23 1 Vg, 3 4.3
3.WASTE CEARACTERISTICS . : 4.4
Toxicity/Persistence 369 1215 41;67 1 18
Hazardous Waste 1234568 B 1 8
Quantity
Total Wastae Characteristics Score /Y 26
4. Muleiply lines 1 x 2 x 3 (7 1170
5, Divide line 4 by 1170 and multiply by 100 Ssw= 0




AIR ROUTE WORKSHEET

RATING FACTOR ASSIGNED VALUE MULTI~ |SCORE MAX. REF.
{Circle onae) PLIER SCORE| Secrien
1.HISTORIC RELEASE 9/ 4s 1 1 45 5.1
Date and Location: See attached supplemant pages
If lina 1 is 0, the Sa a (0, Enter on line 5.
If line 1 is 45, then proceed to line 2.
2. WASTE CHARACTERISTICS 5.2
Reactivity and 0123 1 3
Incompatibility
Toxicity Q123 3 9
Hazardous Waste 0123456728 1 8
Quantity
Total Waste Characteristics Score 20
3. TARGETS 5.3
Population within 09 12 15 18 21 24 1 a0
4-mile Radius 27 30
Distance to Sensitive 01213 2 6
Environment
Land Use 0123 1 k|
Total Target Scores 39
4. Multiply lines 1 x 2 x 3 35100

5. Divide line 4 by 35100 and multiply by 100




GROUNDWATER ROUTE SCORE (Sgw)

53

13y

Uy
tiy
{y
\)\.
S

SURFACE WATER ROUTE SCORE (S&w)

NN B

AIR ROUTE SCORE (Sa)

Q) 3

2 p 2
Sgw + Ssw + S&

2 2 2
SQR(Sgw + Saw + Sa)

2 2 2
SQR{Sgw + Ssw + Sa}/l.73 = SM

f

i

5226/

22
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DOCUMENTATION RECORDS
FOR
HAZARD RANKING SYSTEM

INSTRUCTIONS: As briefly as possible, summarize the information you used
to assign the score for each factor (e.g., "Waste guantity = 4,230 drums
plus 800 cubic yards of sludges”). The source of information should be
provided for each entry and should be a bibiiographic~type reference.
Include the location of the document.

FACILITY NAME: L L. é:()? £
oeation: _A/m 2L CEP ho ¥
0ATE scoreo: 72 /7 _/? z _

PERSON SCORING: Q / Qw/é,/, j

PRIMARY SOURCE{S) OF INFORMATION:

;S:L?éi’ f/«”L”*fzi£;,-¢4,¢,V\,~
WW

FACTORS NOT SCORED DUE TO INSUFFICIENT INFORMATION:

COMMENTS OR QUALIFICATIONS:

xn&széZ,AQL/ ,/u£4€edﬂ4bi<f 6545:?£7



GROUNCWATER RQUTE

DBSERVED RELEASE - Undaertake Corrective Actign

Contaminants detacted {3 maximum):

A) 1t

Rationale for attributing the contaminants to the facility:

ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS
Depth to Aquifer of Concern

Name/description of aquifer{s) aof concern: .
H

Smatee K ptne dcggidxww, /ﬁ:rdatjéﬂL«"-

Denth(s) from the ground surfaca to the highest seasonal Tevel of the
saturated zone [water table(s)] of the aguifer of concern:

G5 ﬂf/

Depth from the ground surface to the lowest point of waste disposal/

storage:
-
5":«9’7



Met Pracipitarion

Magan annual or seasonal precioitation (1ist months for seasonal);

.07 inches

Maan annual lake or seasonal evaporat16n {1ist months for seasanal):

36 inches

Net precipitation {subtract the above figures):

- 26.93 inches

Permeability of Unsaturated Zong

So11 type in unsaturated zone:

An interbedded seouence of basaltic lava flows and
sadimentary deposits.

Permeabitity associated with soil type:

107 to 1073 cm/sec

Phystcal State

Phystcal state of substances at time of disposal (or at present time for

generated gases): ;‘;_,gfy



CONTAINMENT
Containment

Method{s) of waste or leachate cantainmant evajuated:

/U e

Method of highest score:

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Toxi¢ity and Pertjstence

Compeoundi{s) evaluated:

fﬁdidhauj% /¢€4>Ztaéi-(ftfféiaﬂ;L.aaaizz;)

Compound with highest scora:

. p 7 0 _ .}
/421_awu—;7 /4%;¢;Z:L{£;( u44/°#:;/

Hazardous Waste Quantity

Total quantity of hazardous substances at the facility, axcluding those
with 2 containment score of 0 (Give a reasonaocie estimate sven if
quantity is above maximum): 7

q,yﬁiafca Xi£i£4ﬂﬂahfj C:é24¢ L/C,Lxxmeﬂd/
/:W Zo /
Basis of estimating and/or computing ‘waste quantity:
AJs Areoslo oy Copes oo gecandidic
pdled sy Tt




Chackltst far Grounawater Releases

Identifying Release

1.

Potantial for Groundwater Reieases from the Unit

Q

Unit type and design

- Does the unit Sype (2.9., lana-based)
indicate the potential for release?

- Does the unit have engineered struc-
tures (e.g., liners, lsachate collec-
tion systems, proper construction
materials) designed to prevent releases
to groundwater?

Unit operation

- Joes the unit's age {e.g.. 0ld unit) or
operating status (e.g., inactive, active)
indicate the potential for releasa?

- Does the uni%t nave poor oparating pro-
ceadurss that increase the patential for
relacse?

- Coes the unit have compliance problems
that indicate the potantial for a
reiease Yo groundwataer?

Physical condition

- Does the unit's pnysical condition in-
dicate the potentia) for release {8.9.,
lack of structural integrity, deterior-~
ating liners, etc.)?

Locatiaonal charactertstics
- Is the unit located on permeable soil

s0 the release could migrate through
the unsaturated sail zone?

- [s the unit located in an arid area

whers the socil is less saturated and
trarefors a release has less potential
for downward migration?

- Does the depth from the unit to the
vopermast aguifer indicate the poten-
tial for rélease?

INC I

|



Checkiist foar Groundwater Releases

- Doas the rate of groundwater flow greatly
inhibit the mtgration of a release from
the facility?

- is the facility located in an area that
rechargas surface water?

o Wasta characteristics

- Dces the waste in the unit exnibit high
or moderate characteristics of mobility
(e.¢., tendency not %o sorb soil parti-
cles or organic matter in the unsaturated
zone)?

- Does the waste exhibit high or moderate
Tevels of toxicity?

2. Evidence of Groundwater Releases

o  Existing groundwater monitoring systems
- Is there an extsting system?
- [s the system adequate?

- Ars thare recent analytical data thatg
indicate a release?

0 Other evidence of groundwater releases
- Is there svidence of contamination around
the unit (e.g., discolored soils, Jack of
or stressed vegetation) that indicatas the
potential for a release to groundwater?
- Does local well water or spring water

sampling data indicate a release from the
unit?

Dot%rmining the Relative Effect of the Relgase on Human
ealth and the Envirgnment

i. Exposurs Potential

) Condttions that indicata potential exposure

- Arg there drinking water well(s) located
near the unit?

- Doess the directten of groundwater flow in-
dicate the potential for hazardous constitu-
ants to migrate to drinking water wallsg?

6
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SURFACE WATER ROUTE

OBSERVED RELEASE - Undertake Corrective Action

Contaminants detected in surface water at the facility or downhill from
it (3 maximum):

/1//&“rvi-r”

Rationaie for attributing the contaminants to the facility:

ROUTE CHARACTERISTICS

Facitity Slope and Intervening Terrain

Average slope of facility in percent:

w7
C?~C7 t //;
Name/description of nearest downslope surface water:

75& Lot fone

Average slope of terrain hetween facility and above cited surface water
pody in percent:
-
0.0F /,

[s the facility located either totally or partially in surface water?

Ao



Is tne facility complietely surrounded by arsas of nign e‘evation?

/'L/"J

[-year 24-Hour Rainfall in _Inches
less than 2 inches

Distance to Nearast Downslopé Surface Water

]

/Ja(fﬂﬂ
/
Physical State of waste

L

CONTAINMENT

Containment

Method{s) of wasta or leachata containment evaluated:
A ort

Method with highest score:



Thacklist for Surface Water/Surface Crainage Relasases
Yag

laentifying Raeleases

1. Potential for Surface Water/Surface Orainage Release
from the Factiity

0 Proximity to Surface Water and/or to Off-site
Raceptors

- Could surface run-off from the unit reach
the nearest downgradient surface water body? ___

- Could surface run~-off from the unit reach
off-site receptors (e.g., if facility is
located adjacent to populated areas and no
parrier exists to prevent overland surface
run~off migration}?

) Release Migration Potential

- Does the slope of the facility and inter-
vening terrain indigcate potential for
releass? ’ .

- [s the intervening terrain characterized
by soils and vegetation that aliow avar-
land migration [e.g., clayey soils, and
sparse vegetation)?

- Ooes data on one-yedr 24-hour rainfall
indicats the potential for area storms to
cause surface water or surface drainags
contamination as a result of run-off?

0 Unit Dasign and Physical Condition

- Are enginee¢red features (e.g., run-off
control systems) de;ignod te pravent
release from the unit?

- Does the oparational history of the unit
indicate that a rglease has taken place
{e.g., 014, ¢losed or inactive unit, nat
ingpacted regularly, imnraperly maintained)?

- Does the physical condition of the unit in-
dicate that releases may have occurred
(e.g., cracks or stress factures in tanks
or arosion of earthen dikes of surface
tmpoundments)?

l\‘ S
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2.

1

Cnecklist for Surface Water/Surface Orainage Relgases

Waste Charactartstics

Is the volume of discharge high relative
to the size and flow rats of the surface
water body?

Do constituents in the discharge tend to
sarb to sediments (e.g., metals)?

Do constituents in the discharge tend to
be transported downstream?

Do waste constituents exhibit moderate or
high characteristics of parsistence (e.g.,
PCRs, dioxins, etc.)?

Do waste constituents axhibit moderate or
nigh characteristics of toxicity {e.g.,
metals, chlorinated pesticides, atc.)?

Evidence of Surface Water/Surface Drainage Releases

o

o

¢

Are there unparmitted discharges from the
faciiity to surface water that requirs an
NPDES or a Sectian 404 permit?

Is there visible avidencs of uncontrolled
run-off from units at the facility?

g«gfrmining the Relative Effect of the Release aon Human
Weatth and the envirgnment

Are there drinking water intakes nearby?

Could human and/or environmental receptors
come into contact with surface drainage from
the facility?

Are thare irrigation water intakes nearby?

Could a sensitive environment (e.g., critical

habitat, wetlands) be affected by the discharge

(1f it is nearby)?

10
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AIR ROUTE

OBSERVED RELEASE

Contaminants detected:

A s

Dates and Location of detaction of contaminants:

Methods used to detect the contaminants:

Rationale for attributing the contaminants to the site:

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Reactivity and Incompatibility

Most reactive compound:

A pr

Most incompatible pair of compounds:

Iz{d/)awﬂxdigfwf

11



Toxicity
Most toxic compound:

524id4?7n,9¢9¢wu/

Hazaruous Waste Quantity

Total guantity of hazardous waste:

Ser /?»kg,z— ¢ #Y

Basis of estimating and/or computing waste quantity:

Sew fase d T

12



Checklist for Air Releases

<
-
1]
=
ie]

[dentifying Releases

1. Potential for Alr Releases from the Faciiity
0 Unit Characteristics

- Is the unit operating and doas i3 expose
waste to the atmospnere?

- Does the size of the unit {e.g., depth
and surface area) create a potential for V//’
air releasel

0 Does the unit contain wasta that exhibits a
moderate or high potential for vapor phase

release?
= Does the unit contain hazardous constitu- . L//'
ents of contern as vapor releases? _— v

- Qo waste constituents have a high poten~-
tial for volatilization (e.g., ohysical
form, concentrations, and constituent-
specific physical and chemical parameters »///
that contribute to volatiltzation)? v

g Does the untt contalin wasta and axhibit site
conditions that suggest a moderate or high
patential for particulats release?

= Doss the unit contain hazardous constitu-
ents of concern as particulate releazses?

|
AN

- Do constituents of concern as particulate
releases (e.g., smaller, inhalabie particu~
lates) have potential for relsase via wind
arosion, reentrainment by moving vehicles,
or operationa) activities?

. Are particulate releases comprised of
small particles that tend to travel
off-site?

|
NN

] Do certain environmental and geographic factors
affect the concentrations of airborne contaminants?

- 0o atmospheric/geographic conditions 1imit
constitusnt dispersion (e.9., areas with
atmospheric conditions that result in V//’
inverstons)? v

- Is the facility located in a hot, dry area? 1~

13




Chacklist for Air Releases

2. Evidence of Air Relsases

o Does on-site monitoring data show that releases

-
s

have occurred or are occurring (e.g., OSHA data)? _

0 Have particulate emissions bean observed at the
stea?

o Have there been citizen complaints concerning

odars or observed particulate emissions from
the sita?

Determining the Relative Effect of the Reiease on Human
ealth and ths Environment

1. Exposure Potential

o Is a populated arsa located nesar the sitae?

13
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Cheacklist for Subsurface Gas Releases

Identifying a Release

1. Potential for Subsurface Gas Releases

0

Does the unit contain waste that generates
methane or generates volatiie constituents
that may ba carried by methane (e.g., decom-
nosable rafuse/volatile organic wastas)?

{s the unit an active or closed landfill or
a unit closed as a tanafill (e.g., surface
impoundments and waste pfles)?

2. Migration of Subsurface Gas to On-site or QOff-siteg
Buildings

¢

Are on-site or off-gita buildings ¢lose to the
untz?

Do natural or engineerad barriers prevent gas
migration from the unit to on-sita or off-site
buildings (e.g., Tow s0il permeability and
porosity hydrogeclogic barriers/liners, siurry
walls, gas control systems)?

Do natural sits characteristics or man-made
structures (e.g., undsrground power trans-
mission lines, sewer pipes/sand and gravel
lenses} facilitate gas migration from ths
untt to bulldings?

ronmant

Detarmining the Relative Effect of the Release on Human
Hoi[tE inﬁ ihi Env}

1. Exposurs Potential

[+]

Qoes building usage {e.g., residential,
commercial} exhibit high potantial for axposure?

15
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[

FIRE AND EXPLOSION

CONTAINMENT

Hazardous substances present:

Ser #4 fasa ¥

Type of containment, if appliicabie:

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Oirect Evidence

Type of instrument and measurements:

Ignitapility
Compound used:
N e
Reactivity
Most reactive compound:
//L/ffwrgt_—

Incompatibility

Most incompatible pair of compounds:

16




Hazardous Waste Quantity

Total quantity of hazardeus substances at <he facility:

5’«0/@@? 7

Basis of estimating and/or computing waste gquantity:

See /:32‘/ #FY

TARGETS

Distance to Nearest Populatien

/o fT
/047

24 nce to Sensitive Environment

Distance to Nearest Buifldin

Distance to watiands:
Greater than 100 fest
Distance to critical habitat:
Greatar than 1/2 mile
Lend Use
Distance to commercial/{ndustrial area, if 1 mile or less:

The INEL 13 a ressarch facility. There are no commercial/
industrial facilities within 1 mile.

Distance to national or state park, forest, or wildlife reservs,
if 2 miles ar less:

Graater than 2 milas
Distance to residential area, if Z miles or less:
Greater than 2 milas

Distance to agricultural land in production within past 3 years, if
1 mile or less:

Greater than 1 mile

17



Distance to srima agricultural land in production within past 3 years,
tf 2 milas or less:

Greater tnan 2 miles

[f a histaric-or landmark site (Mational! Register or Historic Places
and National Natural Landmarks) within the view of the sita?

& % Soeliloyr. Bollle

</

Population Within 2-Mile Radius

Va2V

Buildings Within 2-Mile Radius

/857

18



DIRECT CONTACT

OBSERVED INCIDENT

Date, lacation, and pertinent details of incident:

/{/rru-/

ACCESSIBILITY

Dascriba type of barrier(s):
::§(4J“ \

CONTAINMENT

Type of containment, if applicable:

WASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Tox151tx
Compounds evaiuvated:

Compound with highest score:

19



TARGETS

Population within ore-mile radius

Distance to critical habitat (of endangersd species)

Greater than 1 mile

20
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FORM WINCO-5027 (8-84) Westinghouse |daho
Nuclear Company, Inc,

MEMO OF CONVERSATION

Oat'e ﬂ”«f /?, /f7/ Time . Commitmant Made J Yes [J No Date:
.k : . '
Person Caliing _M [_{_m'v'ﬁ Parson Called f-a:,);u 4;’« Le

Representing .' Reprasenting .

Purpose of Conversation

Text‘ofﬁnnversation WzM szi '7'4’ (u'/ Lome ';m‘ %f badid nm( A Z..;-ﬁ"/l
it '@ Yoo A FLEU z;?j‘,_zf?

’

ThE L) Py}

Signed W Date KZ_ALM/
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FORM WINCO-5027 (8-84) Westinghouse Idaho
Nuclear Company, Inc.

MEMO OF CONVERSATION

' /
Date ﬂé‘ /-7 ?/ TlmeﬁMAm. Cammitmer: Made L[J Yes O No Data:

; | f J'f‘»\r/fw/ ﬁw'){
Porson Calling /4//¢ /Jf—z ~/(14, r’:/( i Person Called /Z;’M/ /14,1{' SN LE 8T8
Representing . Wl LD Raprasenting Ll

) o
Purpose of Conversation __&g’_z,uf /{L 4.,;%1,//;,3 d é ,ﬁ "V’Edi é!

Dude ot AT (P -R0

Toxt .of’-Convsraanon __A(AM'?. AN /ﬂ/f.u.' Z,/g /ﬂzﬂ_mm;zg( vecce!
afﬁ'afn;m L Lot e Ay sl F ol /;4-%»_ Lrrnifor
/r}M, %L’-:}f! Lrimtm e yeasel wentd b priucunrized %
v /5 g

Lo vac pemoid bia Mo padribn Fed  ixie?
.nrf?z suPon  aen? A daw  L-T0 4P Y407 beke /m,/t
Et [0 & fodr EY wis K Tom B or  Hy rut s
(fian rn_//, One ¢t iavedorm At wonld bt riorr el 744
bom went eyl oF Ul dex TQ sod  Prun el

lé._cﬁg_mmiﬁ_ﬂ-// bavi  byom A ELPFU ,’ﬂ;}}:ef

did Dl dete  AI2 ed 173

— : : /"' ‘/ /*‘f- ’Wﬂ"ﬁ 6.2/‘ dmf&m,jgj/"/"m ﬁunl/‘L
ﬁ'fﬂ:’ﬁ: ﬂ’“ZL_____é&_ F/OFM f'h'/;rn 17‘7’(““’, yﬂg\{uf Z/és L.:H

/\wc/ _L"/.M f't. i | ‘ A
B Slgnrea /é/’:‘ ‘/a//{{,.v( Dats /Z /7 /F?/
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Appendix A

Track 1 Decision Documents for Sites
CPP-16, CPP-20, CPP-24, CPP-25, CPP-30, and CPP-32
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ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION
for

DISPOSAL OF WL-102 LOW LEVEL CONTAMINATED SOIL

EFFLUENT MONITORING AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES
RADIATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SAFETY SECTION
WESTINGHOUSE IDAHQO MUCLEAR CO., INC.

MAY 17, 1984



1. INTRODUCTION.

Ouring the summer of 1983, work was begun on the Fuel Processing
Facility Upgrade (FPFU} at the Idaho Chemical Processing Plant
(ICPP). One of the activities of this upgrade was the Low Level
Waste Upgrade Project, involving replacement of the WL-102 tank.
Much of the so0il excavated from around the tank during replace-
ment was found to be contaminated. Highly contaminated soil was
boxed and transported to the Radicactive Waste Management Complex
(RWMC). Low level contaminated soil was moved to an area east of
CPP-603 (Figure 1) until a permanent means of disposai could be
found. Most of the soil in the pile east of CPP-603 was
transported there in August and September of 1983.

Burial of the contaminated soil on the [CPP site was chosen as
the best method of disposal., Finding an appropriate site for
burial, however, has been a problem. Sites previously considered
include the south perimeter of the ICPP facility, the southeast
perimeter, and several areas outside the ICPP bouncarjes. The
site currently under consideration lies in the northeastern corn-
er of the ICPP facility, as discussed in 2.2 below.

2, DESCRIPTION QOF THE PROPOSED ACTION.
2.1 0bjectives.

The objective of the project is to dispose of the contaminated
soil in a safe, environmentally sound manner. DOisposal should
not impact present plant activities or future plant expansion.
The soil disposal will be accomplished in a manner which will
prevent or minimize local spread of contamination during loading,
transport and burial,

2.2 Location.

The site now selected for disposal lies in the northeastern corn-
er of the [CPP plant site, situated between the animal and
security fences (Figure 1). The main burial area will be a
trench 10 feet deep beginning on the east side of the I(PP, north
of the sewage line leading to the Domestic Waste Treatment Plant
(DWTP), It continues to the north perimeter, and runs west along
the north fence for approximately 500 feet. A smaller area will
exist further south, between the sewage line and a proposed
drainage channel, DOisposal in both areas will be on a one time
only basis {Reference 1). The trench shall be 10 feet deep, 25
feet wide at the bottom, and 45 feet wide at the top, lying 5
feet 1inside the animal fence. Slape of the sides s l:1l.
Orawings and coordinates of the trench shall be provided on an
"as built" basis. Excavation and burial criteria are the same as
outlinea in Reference .2 except for the change in site location.



2.3 Project Plan.

The project calls for approximately 12,000 cubic yards of soil to
be buried in the trench. Contaminated soil will be spread and
compacted in the trench to a depth of 8 feet. Two feet of clean
fill (approximately 4,000 cubic yards) will be placed on top to
prevent dispersion of contaminated soil.

Soil will be moved from the pile east of CPP-603 to the burial
area along a designated route (Figure 1). This route was chosen
to minimize potential contamination spread. A contractor will
supply loaders, dump trucks, compaction and earth moving equip-
ment necessary to complete the job.

The project will basically consist of loading the trucks at the
dirt pile, transporting the soil along the route to the trench,
dumping the s0il there for spreading and compaction, and return-
ing to repeat the procedure. Special precautions will be taken
to 1imit spread of contamination. These are discussed in section
4.1.1. '

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT.

The existing environments of the INEL and ICPP have been
described in detail elsewhere (References 3 and 4). As such, the
environmental characteristics of the site and facility will not
be detailed here.

The environment of the burial area is the same as described
above. The land generally slopes gently toward the Big Lost
River. Basically undisturbed high steppe lies north of the
burial area. The DWTP lies to the east, and the remainder of the
ICPP facility to the south and west.

4, POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS.
4.1 Radiation Exposure.

Radionuclides found in the contaminated soil stockpiled east of
CPP-603 are Co-60, Cs-134, Cs-137, Eu-154, Eu-185, Py-238, and
Pu-239/240. Average total sample activity was 1 E-«3 d/s/q.
Greater than 99% of the activity was due to Cs-137 and $r-90.
Plutonium s well tagged with fission products, with the average
total Pu to Cs-137 ratio being 1:350.

External exposure readings from the pile are generally 2-3 mR/hr,
with maximum readings being less than 30 mR/hr (Reference 2}.
Primary inhalation dose hazards are Pu and S5r-90. Concentrations
of radionuclides in the soil are low enough SO as not to present
significant internal or external hazards. Special health physics
precautions will be taken, however, to minimize potential
exposure or spread of contamination.

-



4.1.1 Special Health Physics Precautions.
4.1.1.1 Transport Route.

A specific route has been designated for transporting the dirt
from the pile to the burial area (Figure 1.). This route mini-
mizes intersection of the transport route with general automobile
and pedestrian traffic, reducing the probability for spread of
contamination.

4,1.1.2 Loading and Transport.

The following precautions will be taken to minimize local spread
of contamination during loading and transport:

The soil must be dampened prior to loading on the
trucks;

No soil 1is to be loaded above the sideboards of the
truck;

Dirt spilled on the truck during loading and dumping
will be brushed off by contractor personnel before the
trucks are allowed to move;

Mo operations will be allowed when the wind speed ex-
ceeds 25 mph;

Health physics technicians will be present at the load-
ing and dumping sites to assure minimum possible con-
tamination spread;

the transport route will be roped off where necessary
to prevent inadvertent access to the route and prevent
possible contamination spread;

areas where the transport route and general traffic
routes cross will be periodicaily checked to insure
there is no contamination present. Surveys will be
performed each day after the trucks are finished and
before buses are allowed into the area;

contractor personnel will be informed of the contamina-
tion present and precautions which need to be taken;
and

the Operational Health Physics subsection, Radiation
and Environmental Safety section (R&ES), may request
changes in equipment, personnel or procedures to insure
necessary contamination control is present.



4,1.1.3 Decontamination.

A1l equipment will be decontaminated at the completion of the
project in a manner deemed appropriate by the Operational Health
Physics subsection and the Projects Department.

4,1.1.4 Sampling.

Soil being buried will be sampled by health physics technicians
from approximately every tenth truck which dumps. A daily com-
posite sample will be made and submitted for radioanalysis.
Radioanalyses performed on all samples will consist of a gamma-
scan and a gross alpha count. 1f gross alpha measurements are
high, qualitative and quantitative analyses for alpha emitters
(mainly Pu) will be performed. Samples will need to be saved in
order for EM&ES personnel to make this decisioen.

4,2 Ground Water,

The proposed location and shallow burial of the contaminated soil
will preclude any problems with well water contamination. [CPP
production wells No. 1 and 2 are located greater than 500 feet to
the west of the proposed burial site, while the ICPP potable
water well (No. 4) is located approximately 300 feet north of the
proposed burial site. These distances are sufficient to prevent
shallow migration of radionuclides to the ICPP wells, given past
history of ICPP soils to adsorb fission products. According to
available USGS maps of the ICPP, no abandoned wells or boreholes
exist in or near the proposed burial site which couid provide
pathways for radionuclides to the aqguifer. Future placement of
wells 1in or near this area will require careful evaluation prior
to drilling.

Formation of a perched-water body, such as that recently deter-
mined to exist under the Service Waste Percolation Pond (SWPP),
is thought to be unlikely. The Projects Department has pointed
out that the permeability of the soils in the northeast corner of
the 1ICPP is 4 to 6 times greater than that of the soils at the
south end of the facility. Because of this greater permeabiiity,
the northeastern burjal site is not as likely to be impacted bdy
shallow gqround waters as is a southern burial site.

There is no major source of recharge upstream of the northeastern
site. Furthermore, discharge to the DWTP s oniy 25,000 gal-
lons/day, compared to the 1.5 million gallons discharged daily to
the SWPP.

The ICPP is underlain by three shallow sedimentary layers, all of
which slope southward and away from the proposed northeastern
site, A perched-water body formed under the Domestic Waste
Treatment Plant (DWTP) would thus be directed away from the
burial area.



4,3 Surface Water.

The proposed burial area does lije topographically lower than muth
of the ICPP site. Drainage from the site runs to the north. As
a8 result, problems with surface drainage could occur, particular-
1y during the excavation and filling period. A proposed drainage
system (Reference 5) will route most of the plant surface
drainage away from the burial area.

The possibility of a 100 or 300 year flood disturbing the site
has also been considered. There 1is a probability of dispersion
of low-level radicactive contamination from the burial site in
this 1instance., A greater concern, however, would be the spread
of high level contamination in other parts of the plant inundated
by a flood of this magnitude. The ICPP is designing a dike sys-
tem to route flood waters away from the plant site.

4.4 Dispersion of Contaminated Soil.
4,4.1 Dispersion by Plants and Wildlife,

Burrowing rodents and radionuclide uptake by plants do represent
potential pathways for dispersion of the buried radiocactive soil.
Dispersion by rodents is probably of greater concern than plant
uptake. Because of the low levels of contamination present in
the soil, the potential for significant spread of contamination
seems to be minor.

4.4.2 Mechanical Dispersion.

One pathway for dispersion of contaminated soil is during the
mechanical phase of the project. Dust raised by front-end
loaders, caterpillars, graders, and blown from the beds of trucks
nhauling the soil could result in local spread of contamination.
To prevent or minimize this situation, all phases of loading,
transporting, dumping, and buyrying the dirt will be closely su-
pervised by the (Operational Health  Physics subsection.
Operational Health Physics has previous experience in moving con-
taminated soil, and will be responsible for determining what
procedures are necessary to limit spread of contamination and
provide adequate worker protection.

4.5 Other Effects.

The project is not expected to have any other environmental im-
pacts. No long term effects are expected as long as the site is
allowed to remain undisturbed.



§.,  ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING AND MEASUREMENTS.

Ambient air monitoring around the CPP-603 dirt pile is currently
done by the Effluent Monitoring and Environmental Sciences sub-
section (EM&ES)}. EMEES will continue air monitoring during load-
ing and transport phases of the project to determine the extent,
if any, of contaminated dust dispersion.

As discussed in section 4 above, health physics technicians will
perform periodic ground surveys along the transport route to
detect and prevent spread of contaminated soil. Also, periodic
sampiing of the soil will be done to determine the amount of
radioactivity in the soil. :

6. ALTERNATIVES.

Burial of the soil is considered the only feasible alternative.
Boxing and shipment to the RWMC is not cost effective, is not
warranted for the low levels of radiocactivity present, and would
occupy a sizeable amount of the available burial volume. Leaving
the pile in its present location allows dispersion by wind,
leaching of radionuclides by rain and watering, and constant at-
tention by health physics and EM&ES personnel,

Several alternative sites for burial have been considered. The
most attractive site was burial along the southern perimeter of
the ICPP facility (Reference 2). Transporting the soil would
have been easier and faster, resulting in less potential for
spreading contamination., That area, however, 15 potentially
threatened by a perched-water body beneath the SWPP. Other
perimeter sites were considered, but were rejected because of
their 1impact on potential plant expansion. Areas outside the
ICPP perimeter which were-initially considered were discarded at
the request of DOE-ID.

7. SUMMARY,

Environmental impacts of the project are limited. This is due
primarily to the low levels of radicactive.contamination in the
s0il. The most significant potential impact appears to result
from dispersion of contaminated spoil during loading and hauling
operations., This dispersion can be minimized, however, with
proper health physics precautions.

Movement of the dirt to the proposed disposal location ang its
subsequent burial has less potential environmental impact than
other alternatives., Transport and burial of the contaminated
s0il can be accomplished without undue exposure to contractors,
[CPP and INEL personnel, ar the general public.
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